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ABSTRACT 



This documenj: is desirg[ned to lie the reader 
understand ^e district prof iles of the Calif otiia statewide tfesting 
prograAv The^e data: assist/the reader; to Acofc^a^^^ ^ 
performance with that of previous years: aWd^ <^^^^ 

especially those, with similar char act erist ids a i'^^^ ^ 
the development arid content of the tests atrid b| the(;1:es5t ' 
admiriiiStration is given* A ^Sample profile pf sdhbolj district 
performance is given with ficrtionalvd^ u^d^ t^^^ ^ 
may be interpreted. The form pre seri^ts district mean' scores for two or 
thpee years separately for reading inVgjrades 2VV^ and 12^ and for 
writt e n exJ>ression ^ spelling ; an d m at henat ics; inV;^ 6 1 arid 1 2 .il. The - 

neit - area preserilts district percentile ranks fpt^^ sbtfres 



together with^ a; "comparison biand" in dicating\ the range^ f or, vthe^ middle, 
50 percent of district^ with; similar 1^^^^ bashed 
on entry level test scores arid various socip^^conomic .i 
number of questions about the program and answers are J>re seated as 
well ,asy^ercentile distribiitibns of district and 
backgrotind factors. (Authpf/CTM) ■ 




* BeprPdiKrtipns supplied by EDES -arei tte ^est tl^at\can be made; ; M 
• • ' from". the- orijginai-dbciiment* \ - • ' ^^i-SJ^^^^ 

■ . •• • • ■ ■• .-. • ■ ••• • . ■ . ■ , • ■ . .■ ■ ■ ■ •• v.^H"/:v'-: 
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Preiface 




£ . 
Its 



education Code Section :^b'660; 'requires the Gali:£6raia State ^Depaijfnrira^^^^^^^^ 
V .. Educati'oT^ to prepare an annual, report; of . the districtrty-'di^^^^^^ 



-of the, statewide testing program. It further ^pecififes'tha^^^^^^^^^^ 
;result:s.^e analyzed in the light of tjther school factars .^ich have a • 
... bearing op those results^ ,The latest : report , Calif ortiiarAssessment Proei^-- ^^ 
ProftlegaPf^ School District- Performance, -igye-?? . is { the eighth such .report.' ; 

The purpose- of this document. Profiles of 'School District Performance. * . / 
1976-'77 ; A Guide to Interpretation, is to. help the "reader understand and ^ 
interpret -the district profiles. A companion document , Student Achievement 
in California ^Schools.. 1976-77 Annual Report , preaenfs the statewide findings.', 

A basis or standard of boiqparlson necessary . for judging tKe. adequacy- of 

a district' s pupil '^d'chlevment l^^^ The prof iles allow, t^^ : 

^compare a district '3 performance with that of previous yeats^and with the 
. performance of 'piipils in other < districts, , ^especially those of districts ' ! 
with similar pharacteristics and Resources*. The procedures^used t1) prepare.. . 
the. scores and comparative indices were imp t^oved several times a^d are now ; 
basically stabilized, and this^ effectiveness of' the ; i - 

profiles a source of comparative inforination about school district 

.. '.performance,-. ■ "... ^, ■ • ■ 

The contents of the district profiles, are ident^^ last^y^ear; 
. _this year, however, the format was dianged to; incorporate da ta-from past ' 
r years as well. Because the same Reading test has been administered since ; . - 
^^^^j^O^^ three years of results, appear for grades' two and three. Both versions 
.^y^^® Survey of Basic Skills, the one for gr^kde six and the "one for >grade 
- tj/elve, are £he s^^ in 1975-76; so 'two years of data 

\^te pres'ented for those grade leyels." r ' ^ ' ~ 

-The tests for! 1976-77 are identical, to'thpse of the previous yM^ and the . 
background \factors used to calculate the comparison score bands are also ' • 
the samei In making its calculations for ali grade^ leVels, the Departmeiit 
employed a previou3 measure of atiident achievement, and ^' ^socioeconomic ; / 

^ indicator, . namely, of ^students com4.hg from hci&ies receiving Aid^^ ^ 

to Families with. Dependent Children <AFDC). As in last 'year ' s -profile/ • 
other available background factors related to pupil achievement in the "^J * 
elementary grades were ais^a to calculate the comparison:^ ; 

Additional bapkgrouhd : factors not used M develop comparisorivs core bands 
were again included as part iof '±he profile. % \ - > . 

•\" ■ .■ •; . ■ . v.- . ■ , . X- --^ ■ " ^ '• 

Thl,s : guide is : designed to^axdJ in the -Interpretation of the 

diistrict perfonnance, and we welcome your comments and suggestions to improve 
. the^guide:* ■'• ■■ \ [ : \ •'■ . , 



DONALD R. Mckinley 

Chief Deputy Superixitendent. 
of Public Instruction " .; 



;■ ^ ALEXANDER I; LAW 
C]hief , Office iof Program: 
Eva luat ton and Re s ^ r ch 
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InfroductiQftto the Guide 



Far too often, ^dgments. about the quality of education in a particular 
school. or school district, or even an entire state^ are made withoi^/objectiye 
information^ ' A School can. develop a reputation, as a "good school" for wh^t 
are undoubtedly ^qr very: sound reasons: -It has an. attractive building; it 
teas a neW ,biiild.ikg; local , r^al estate sa^lespersons say it. is a good schobl; 
it has iritrodycecf the latest innovati^ programs; it spends the most money' ' 
per pupil; i,t, 'has a large percent -of Its graduates going on to college. 
.The list of reasons se'ems almost endless. 

In the absence of more significant information, any one or any combination 
of the reasons. cit4d might^have some value as an indicatpr of the quality 
of a school. Oii the other hand, every reason cited has Its flaws. None 
addresses the fundamental question: "At idiat level are students tfbhie^^^^ 
after X years of school irig?" The j^lrpose o£ the California Assessment 
Program of the State Department op^Educationi is to answer that question for 
each school district in the^^state and for the st^te as V whole. 

Through t:he. California Assessment Program, students are tested* on the basic . 
skills , dnd then each district is given a rank order acdording to the average ? 
scores of students in^the district. : The comparative d^^ then presented 

in a .school district profile. In addition to cqpriparing ayerage student 
achievement in the district to the average achievements ih:^ll other districts 
in the states the assessment program uses, a statistical procedure through 
which various district background factors ate analyzed. The product of the 
statistical procedure is__a comparison score band, which .indicates how o they 
districts with simd.J.ar background, characteristics are scoring. 

What Are Some of. the Limitations- of the School District Profile? 

The chief limitation of a school xiistrict profile is that it presents and 
analyzes average student achievement in a limited number of cognitive i ^ 
'content areas as measured by paper-and-penci.l tests. Viewed sep^ately, . 
some of these limitations' may be elaborated as » follows : : 

1. The tests in the state assessment, program dre designed to measure 
achievement only in the areas of reading , written . expressibrfl 
spelling, a^d mathematics. Thus, many». other subjects, such 4s ^ 
. history, 'geography ^ .sciei^e, art , . music, and social science, are v 
not included in the assessment program; ^neither are. such noncognitive 
areas as self-esteem, citizenship, . or cultural appreciation. ^ 
. Districts emphasiz.ing:areas other than tliose examined in the 
assessment program have an obligation to pifes.erit objective inf or- 
matioflr-about achieyeg M t iL r faP thcWe areag. ' «. 




' "2* The scores vpresetited are the, average scores for district . Even 
the lowest -scoring district has some' studients achieving at a high . 
f . level ^ Likewise, even the highest*-scbrtng district has its share 
of'jis^w-achieving students. : < » , 

"■ 3. Many factors might influence whether., a student will succeed in 
■ ' school* For exaiaple, *test results do ribt-^eveal anything about 

• \ the discipline present^ or absent, in a school or about other ^ 

factors ^ich affect the learning climate. 

The goals of education -are complex, -and standardized tests are available' 
to measure the degree of attainment of /only a few. of i^hdse goals Standardiz 
test scares shoald not be the -oijly criteria used t^>^aluate a total 
educational ptrpgram; but to the extent that the tests ; measure the achieve- 
, ment of program objectives, th^ fcest scoreys represent ! valid measures, m - 
are meaningful indicators* : * . ' ^ " V ^ ^ 

V Evaluation of a program implies more than measurement; ■.it. al^^ / 
looking at measurement in the light of objegtives and dbsts and making 
decisions about the valiie of the outcomes obtained. In 'short, the reader 
must realize tliat only some of the. inforilation that is required for the total 
evaluation process is prpvided in theAdistrict profiles . V' ' 




V 



^ V ' Why Was^This Guide Prepared? ^ ^ v 

* \ . . :, V . 

Each district profile consists of the test results in grades' tw^ six, 
and twelve, plus a number of background factors, for the dis^ty^^ Some ofl , 
the background data were collected as part of pr for the* assessment program 
and have been used iti the analysis of test .results. The background factoTs 
♦employed in the calculation of the compQrisori' score bands aris, '^l^s ted on the 
profile in the lower left ccJrneX, under the appropriate test heading. * Seven* 
background fiactors, in addition to those *exaiiJ.ned ^during* the^-I^ssessment 
procesjs, are ^Iso listed on the profile in the lower right cbrner to give a 
.more complete description of the district. ■ . 

This , interpretive guide explains how the Jzests were developed, whaf. they 
measure, how they were administered, .and how the results 'are di^layed in 
thlB district .profiles. The profiles contain ptiames, numbers, and column 
headings but no explanations; this guide wa^ designed to provide the 
explanations. 




Development and Content of the Tesfs 



All .the tests now adiriinistered in the California Assessment Program have '\ 
b.een;developed by California educators for use in California schools. Jour 
advisory committees assisted the Office of Program. Evaluation and Research 
in developing the specifications,, for the test cofitents and in selecting or \ " 
writing items for. the tests. The -advisory committees were composed of 
leading* educati<>nar specialists from^.^.^t^ the state of California.. 

The first task undertaken by' the advisory committees ^as to review ^^tn^^^ 
butliiie (1) official California frameworks in reading, English, and mathe- 
matics; (2) state-adopted instructional, materials; and (3.) locally^eveloped 
instructipnal objectives prepared by California school districts. The ' 
* o^^jectiy^g selected for the assessment program were those that appeared to 
be common in most instructional materials and in the curricula of most school 
district's:, . \. 

The objectives of the assessment program were arranged into content areas; , 
an4 skills were defined for ^edch content area. The final documents describing 
tb^ test objectives were reviewed by personnel in 171 randomly selected — ^ 
school districts.- T^ie objectives selected for the asseissmeht pr<>gram were . ' 
then published in three documents, which ara'listed below: 



• Test Content Specifications fot California S^e 
, : ' Reading Tests . 

' . • ' Test Content Specifications for the Survey of Basig^ 

Skills; Mathematics . v / 

. \ • Test Content Specifications for the Survey of Basic 
Skills: Written Expression and Spelling 

A set of the citfed publications was mailed ,,.in 1975 to each , school district 
iti California and to selectisd' libraries in the state. Additional copies 
may be purchased from the Bureau of Publications Sales, State I^epartment of 
Education^ P.O. Box 271, Sacramento,' GA 95iB02. The cost of each docuiaent - 
is. 65 cents, plus sales tax for California residents. ' 

^ '■ ' '* ■ "■ ' ' '■ . ."■ ■ '■" ' ■ ■ .■ 

The resulting test content specifications, or-t/est objectives, were so 
lengthy that < a test which meas'irriad even a miajoi portion of them should have 
taken h ours to administer. Yet^ one of. the goals ..of the assessment program 
was to shorten .the testing' Jiim<r Thua, " a methodology had to be employed 
which would accomplish thfe goals of both shortening the testing time and 
providing a test which was comprehensive and relevant to California. Through 
the procedure adopted,^ i^ich was im^ sampling, the long te^ was diyided 
into a number of forms, with each iStude^nt taking only one of the test forms. 
Forvexample, the 250 -item Reading -Test is divided into ten forms so that 
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each pupil iT\ the second and third grade takes only onfe- tenth (25 items) of 
the e^tite test^ The matrix sampling procedure is employed in all tests 
administered for the California Assessment Program except the Entry Level 
Test , < ... •• _ ^ .■ • • •• . 

Statistical calculationg in the matrix sampling procedure enable preparation 
of a /district profile corresponding to the profile that would be obtained 
if all students took all items in a long test. Matrix sampling is an ' 
eff icient tfeetijig procedure when the purpose of the -testing is to obtain ^ 
information about the. performance of groups of students, d 

The content and skill areas that were assessed are'presented in. Table 1. • 
Also^displayed in the table are the number of test items, the test format, 
the ;^uBiber of test forms, and the number of items per test form, . 

The . Entry Level Test and Reading Test for 1976-77 are irfentical^^'^r^ose 
administered for the previous two years,, so a^l results can be compared 
across the last three years for: grades one, two, and three. Survey of Basic 
Skills; Grade -6 'and Survey of BasioP^ Skills : Grade 12 are identical to 
those administered In 1975-76, so two years of reaa^lts ^re presented ' . 
for these grdde levels* 



A' / 




< 



•■■•7.. - ' II •■-,■■.■,■">■:.,„, ■ / 



. ■ • ■ • * ■ /■ . 



I • 




Twelve 



Survey of Basic 



.• Reading ' '. 

' . ■ ■■ . .'■ • .■ ' 

■Writteri,"Expression 
Spelling .■ ' 

'■ ■ ■ ■ .5'..- 

Mathematics . . 



Survey 'of :Basic 



Skills; Grade 12 



Written Expression 




■ 128 t 



128- 



;/64 

160 ■ 



■:558 



144 



144 



Yes 



,Yes 



72 
198 



18 



3Q 



8 ■ 



■lO;:. 



,31 



*Iimiediate recall ■letter recognition, aiiditot^ 

disbrirainati6n,:;visual 'd.^scVimi^iation, language- 
development . ' • ■ ■ . 



■ W6rd identification-phWietic analysis; ■vocatu- 

•l^ry; 'coini^rehension-iiteral and interpretive;^ 
;Study-locationaI ■ ■ . : ■ ' ■ ' 



Word identification; .vocabulary; coraprehension;-- • ' 

' literal,; interpretiye/criticall sttidylocatiotial ■ 

. < ■.. ■ .■« ■ ■ . . - '■ . ■ .' • 

■ Sentence precognition, ■sentence manipulation,; .•' " 
■(iapitalizaticjn,- punctuation, word forms ,: language :,' 
■choiji^, ;standard usage-. ' , .■■ - 

■Recognition of 'misspelled wo^d, in set' of words, 

ArLtlimetic--riumber- concepts^,' whole ntinbers,. - . v 
■fractions, -.decimals; geometry; .measur^ent and\-.'-;l.;' 
'graph; ■probability arid s,tatistics ; ■> \ ^ ^ v^-' 



■4 

ii 



. Vocabulary; comprehension"literal, interpretive/ 
critic|l; ■study-locationar: ' ■ ' ' ■ • ' • 

; Sentence re,c:,ognition,\S;entenk mariipulatitf^^^^^^^^ 
■.capitalization and punctuation, paragraphs, word 
f ormsj.lahgtage choices; ■ ' • .. .■ , ■ 

Recognition of a misspelled Word in the :context ' 
■ of a sentence. ' ; •, ;',/ 

Arithraetic--i:iuinber conceptsy whole ^hiirabefs 
fractions, decimals'; algebra;. geometry; ■measure- ■'■■i''' • 
■■'menf;; probability and.statistics , ■•;,■■;'•■ 13 




■ ■\^v': >:.; v 'r-'. ' 

Admimstratioh Procedure^^^ 

'.The 19,76-77. tests for the California Assessment -Program, were adijfiinistered 
axrcottiing. to the. kfchedule in T * . 

• ■■ . \- '/ "P *Ta61e."2"-. ' ;•• : | 

Testing Schedule fbr the California, Assessment Program ■ l|976- 77 

■ ;■ ^ . : ] ^ ■ ■ 



Date, 



Grade Level- 



Test 



•Eleventh through the 20th 
day of instruction 

December 1—14, 1976 



April 18- r 29, 1977*" 

. ■ ' • ■ . *• 

April 25— May 2^, 1977. . 



m-: One 
Twelve 



S'ix 



Two andt three 



Entry tevel -Tebt . 



Survey of. Basifc Skills 



Grade 12 



Survey of Basicj Skills 



Grade 6 



Reading Test ■ 



* Testing dates in year-round schools were extended. tc[ May 13, 1977.' 



Distribution of Test Materials ■; 

A few weeks, prior to testing, the contractor who scores the tests mails the 
appropriate number of test§ to each school district. -Then the district test 
coprdihator :distributes the correct number of test packets to each school. • ' 
Included in each ^)acket is an examiner's manual, which outlines the a'dmiriis- 
tration procedures to be fpllbwed so as to standardizje, as nearly as possible, 
testing conditions. Schools are urged to conduct testing in small, classroom- 
size groups; however, at the higher grade leyel$, schools are permitted to. 
test "in larger groups. 

For the matrix sampling, which' was discussed oh page 4, tests are packaged 
in class packs. The Reading Test , for, example, is divided into ten forms y . 
of 25 . items each. Th^ forms are arranged in, sequence (Form 1, Form. 2j, . . 
Form 10), and the teatlh!er gives out. the teists in. that orders Each form of ' 
the test is constructed so that each one contains .about the same number. of 
easy and difficult items. 




Admxtiistratiori of leasts . 



/The directions for taking 'the/ tests -are read aloud to the\students, whb>^^^^/^^ , 
are. instructed to mark their answers directly ;*bn the test booklets^^ Nei^^^^ 
they Entry Lfevel. Test nor . the Re adinfe Tes t is timed.. ; S ; ' -r/^- ^ ; 

To simplify the adrainlstrXtive procedures for the Survey >of Basic Skills 
for grades 'six and twelve, a. tiro^ limit of 30 minutes is included in the ; 
^ ^.^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ Hpwever, in both grades these 304minute time llmife. were chos 
to be gehergus, and not, restrictiv^-that is, almost "every' student ca^ ^ 
complete: the test in the time allotted. ' ' / 

After the students have ootnple ted ; their test^ (e)^ep>t:'^ for the . Survey cyf Basic 
Skills i^rade 12^ , the teacher coides information' ^but each "student o6 the 
back of the. student's test, booklet. Some of these 'data are- used :±a-:jthe --'':- \/:'. 
school reports as background information with which to int;erpret th^ results' " 
fqr the school. Other information is collected only for Analysis of statewide 
-results .dr. trend:s. .. ■ ■ ' y'- r/' ■ ' ^'"'-'r : 

The principal of each schbot-trompletes. a School: Infomatiori Form and also 
certifies that the tests were ..administered^ properly. - The principal returns 
the form, dlong with the ccmipleted tests to. the distridt test coordinator. 
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'.Calilomia I AssesjmenI Pfograin \- '''' 



"schoolD'f»lrict-CALWE.ST;UNtfl^ * 



Grade and Cini^i^rea tested ' ^ 



Gra(Je 2> .Reading , , \ ! \ 

•' , ■ ■ ' 

'Gradft-S Reading.' , 

Grades Reading'. . 

Written Expression \ 
Spelling, : X. 



GradeJ2 Reading. 
^ .. ■ Written Explssion^ 
<' ■ Spbtling. 
•*. ' Mathematics 




■I 



.' liie/DliiHclMeinScore(X) 

:;''^:■'■.■ 
lheConlpariuIL3core'B«^d(0) 1 

25 50 75 . 99 



00110 

OgU; 

m 

0 

a 



xo 
a 

OKO 
K 



0' 



Badtgr^und'Faclors 
• UsedioHevelop ; 
Cpniparlscn&dre Bands. 



■ !Grades2.and '3- .' 
'. EntryLevel.Test' . V , . . ; . 
;;, Socioeconomic Index.'.'. .' . 
' • Percent AFDC , . ... ; . '. 

'■ ■;Pe0ent Bilingual . . ^ . . ... 

■' r ; Pupil Mobility ....... .■ .■ , . 

''Grade6 , , , ■ ' ■ • . 
. Grade 3 Actiievement Index.,', 
• Percent AFDC ..';..'... 
'^ . Percent Bilingual ! . . . 
■Grade 12 ... 

■ Grade 6 Achievement Index, . 
Percent AFDC 



Dlstrldt'Value: 



28.69 
2;2? 





1976 
•77 



28.66 

^2i30 
.5.1 
8.8 

34..5 

;88v? 
V'4.5 

;, 6i9 

66, f 
3. 



Slate R«reenllle R^nk 
'filtHitrlclViiue . 



1974 
•75 



65 

;?4 

51 



1975 
•76 



6'8 
'55 
26 
/■48 
40 

■ 7.4 
"24 
56 

■ ■/ 

79 
22 



/1976 
: -77 



65 

?5 
23 

'46 



Additional Bactofdund Factors 

Coftipirlion $1 on Bindt) 



Percent minority pupils, total . , ; 

Percent Amepcan Indian . . 

Percent Asian American . . . , 
, , ^'ercent Black' . ! . 

Percent Spanish-surnamed . • • • 

Average class, size, elementary ; y , 

Average'class size; high school . . . . . 

Average daily attendance ; , / . 

Assessed valuation per unit of a.d.a.. '. 

Generalpurposetax rate. ; . , \ . V , ; 
Expenditures per unit of a.d.a.. . . . . 
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31,312, 
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■ $4.20 
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Gonteftts of d Districf Profn^ ' - ^ 

. The school district profile contains a summarxy pf the district test results, 

For discussion-purposes, .^^t^^^^ pijofife has beelf divided .int4^: '^ix sections, as^ 
"listed below and shown ip Figure I: ' 

..••V .■■:■->■.•■. .• •: J-^" ■ '■' . ) . ;•■ : : ' , 

. Section- A: ■ District Mean^SC^re- ■ • / ' • 

. Sectxon-B: State Percentile Rank of the District Mean' Scor^ 
Section C State' Percentile 'Rank of the . Comparison Score ' Band 

■ . ■ ' ■ • ■ ■ ■ :> V. ..• .- 

. :.Section D: ^ Percentile Ranks o the District Mean Score and tKe 
. Comparison Score Band . 

' Section E: Background Factors Used to Sevel^p Comparison Score 

• 'Bands' . N^;. .' ■ ■ ■': '■ . . •: ' ' 

: ' Section F:' Additional Background i!^act or s^^ Used to Develop . v . : 
• , . \/f'---. -' - Goiuparisbn. Score Bands) ^ - ' * 'J j > 

Se'^-tion A: District Mean -Score . • ^ ' ^ 

In- the column fbr the district mean score, th^-^i^formation present:e4 fol: 
each test is the percent of quesjtions answered:|g^&^^^ 

in the district. Alternatively, this score canfi>^^^ . 
(arithmetic mean) percent: of the items ansrwered dori:^*^ 'by all . studenfc4> 
Scores are riot presented for 1974-75 for #cade*i^lx^a^^ because 
different tests were used that year, and the -raw^t 



"^^^^l^^are. nbt comparable. 
■ - ■ • ■ .. ■■ ■■; ■. ■ ■'■■.'■/'''■■%'^-\''^,:''.- ' . -^ 

.Example:. In.the sample ptpfile f or .the f icticjfnal ckiw^^^^^ 
• School District in Figure. 1,. the district mean sjiore^^^^^^ 

on the Reading Test in second grade was 76.7. that, 
"of all the test itema^ presented to the grade two pup£l^ 
.cent_of those items wfere;^answered cQrrectly. Or, vieW^ed anpth^ 
. way,^the average second-grade pupil- ansx^er^d 76. 7. percent 6^^^^^^^ - 
reading items correc1>ly. In the previous year the average sWcpnd- . 
grade pupil answered 76. 4 , percent of thb. items correctly and in^^ "^^^^^^^ 
,197.4-75, 76.3 percent. Thus, on; an absolute basis, the performande 
of Calwest' s, second-grade pupils has increased yesirly over the past 
three years . ' 



Se^ioti B: State Percent41e.Rank off the District* Mean Score 



In evaluating the profiles most people confronted with a. district mean score. 



(such^as the 76.7 store for grade two reading the sample profile) w^l 
ask, "How, does thi^ score. (76 ,7) compare with. . . ?" TOiile.^ numbe^of • 
compatisoiis are possible, th^ first comparison offered^ on the district pro- 
file is how the district mean score for a test ar^a. (in this case-,\<76. 7) 
compares to. the average s.cor.es of all othu^r districts in the state for that 
test ared. The district mearr s^preV of all California school* di^stricts 
are rank ordered, making- it possible to de term percent, of Jthe 

districts have a^tnean score in a given test area lower than"; that of* the " 
district in question; this ninnbeV 173 in the e given) is the\state 

percentile rank for 1976-77. Sometimes, when comparing one district's 
mean test . score with that of another district, an evaluatdr will riotice • 
that a small difference between district meah scores translates into a: 
larger difference in piercentile ranks. Ihis is because -the district score 
is itself an average, and the variability of these averages decreases as" 
the size of the groups increases.. Figure 2 illustrates this '^phenom^ 
a distributiori based: upon a "set of. real data for Califbrnia. The a'c'tual \ 
diatributiphs^ of the district mean test scores for all grade_Xevels and 
the backgrounc^ac tors are presented in the; appendixes. . . 



orSTRICT MEANS 




STATEJPUPILPERCENTILERANK ; 36 46 74 
STATE DISTRICT PERCENTILE RANK 1*8. 38 95 



TEST SCORES 



Fig. 2. Caparison of pupil and district percentile ranks 



Figure 2 illustrates thejirinciple that ^ p^r;:icularly at the center of the 
distribution,, a change i^n scores from A to B represents a large area under 
.the peaked curvd. (|^-e. , many districts) anS, hence, translates into" a large 
differehce in percent j^Xe ;;?^45^i|^gs.- " However,^ this phenomenprf should npt 
concern the eyaliiator, for s^ch . increases are unlilcel,y to occur frT^iarge 
district because the reliability of grouped scorers increases in direct , 
relation to the. group size. When they do occur, they. will likely reflect, 
real differences in student performance whic^ warrant inspection, for. 
they may have implications for the instructional p . 



SFigure 2- further illustrates the principle 'that f<i(|j* a school scoring i)e low '^'^ 
average, the 'district p&rcentile ranfci\(for: the same score) . will be a lower 
number than tlie pupil pe(fcent:^le rank^v Conversely., for' a scKool scgring . ' 

i' abovfe . aver^agef the ais trict percentiles ra^ -will.- be a higher niimber than the 
valu-e for the '.same sc^rq on the pupil percentile distribution. " This phen&m- ' 
.ctpbn is in no way related tjDl^^.^^^^ sampling. .The curves in Figure 2 .are • • 

•derived, from data obtai^;ied.7in-'l^ for. what was then the state /test for. y 
grade |ix, namely, the ^ompreheinsYve Tests oJ&< Basic Skills . " - , 

" Example : ^or Calwest^ the ijiistrict mean^core in grade two 
^ reading Nis 76.7, which, praces the district at thew5.th perc^en- 
^ ■ tile--th^ is*, .75. p6rc^t ,of had,, a lower mean . score 

; . (and '25 perpent' of .the -tiistricts had a higher mean score) . . it 
should be noted that although Calwest's absolute score- in *rade 
two reading increased from 1^75-76 to 1976-77, Its'* percentile 
rank decreased because its* Increase in scores was not asv great • *: 
as the statewide iricreas:^of 0. 7 percent correct from 1^75-76 ■ ""■-^■■'^'^..r , 
to 1976W^*'- ■ • ■ A^Sn^, V * ' ■■ ' ■ y W--''- ' 

• :•■ -r ' ■ ■■ ■' ■■ : ■ , . ,- .... - . 

Sectioa C: State Percent ifeiRank of the Comparison^ Scori^ Band . ' ' \ 

.. . . -v^ ... : ■■■■■■ ^- ■ ' ■ : ■■ r :, ..■ , ■■ . . ^ ' 

In any .ranking sche^^^^ be at the bottom. • Or^ more particularly, 

in the percentile ranking presented^in Section B of the distirict profiles, 
half of the districts' must receive a ranking "below average"; i.e., below the 
50th percentile. Personnel in a'district operating under what ma^ be con-. . ' 
sidered constraining, conditions may feel that it is , unfair to compare their 
district with the more' privileged districts/ jLp the ^tate. Therefore., to 
mitigate such situations^ . 3; comparison score band is calculated and presented 

■for each 'diS'trict^ .o'': ■ ■.■■w:, , 

■ . * ■ ■ . ■ ■ . > ' ■ ^ . ■ . . - , ■ ' " 

The comparison scorei band indicates the percentile ranking obtained by the " 
middle 50 percent of" the districts with- similar background characteristics. .. 

. The comparison score? band does not . involve a subjective judgment of how. a 
district should be scoring; it is calculated^by analyzing the backgroiind 

■factors reported for a district (See Section E: Background Factprs) and. 
how'.districts with a similar set of background factors aire, in fact, scoring.: 

.■ : ■ ' \ ■ • '■ ■. ■' ' ■< -, . \ ' . 

The procedures for calculating comparison score bands involve statistical 
analysis, techniques that reveal the sj:atewide relatioj^hips (congelations) 
among the background factors and the dis trict'^test scwe^. The stepwise 
regression analysis enables a person to seleat from '<aijL of the background 
f^aptors thd subset which gives, the most accurate predictions. The back- ■ 
ground factors used to. calculate the comparison-score bands are Listed in . 
Section E Under each grade level in their order of importance; i. e., the- 
fir^t factor listed is the one most higiy.y correlated with the test scores. 

; Example ; Calw.est's percentile rank* of 75 appears, quite favorable 

when the district's, grade two r^adimg score is compared to the scores , . 
of all districts, in; the' state. Hqi^feer, about half of the districts 



^. See Student Achievemertt in Galifbrnia Schools, 1976-77 Annual Repoxit : 
Sacramento: Carif^flLia* State Department '6f. Education, 1977. 



with- background characteristics similar tx) those reported for 
. Calwest under "Background Factors Used to Develop Comparison. . \ ' ' 
■ . Score Bands, Grades 2. and 3". also had grade two riding vscoires . 
.between the 6ltt and 78th^ percentiles; about 2^|^cent had scores/ 
above the 78th Vpercentil.e , . and about 25 ^ per^eat scolded below the 

■ ,61st percentile. In other words, on the gecond-g^ade Reading Test ■ 

■ . Calwest District * s mean score was in the. middle 50. percerit of'' ^ ! 

California districts .with a similar set of background character- 
istics, /. 
■ . ■ : ' ■■ :\. ■ ■ ■ ■ , .. ■ . ■. . ■ :-i : V. ■ , ' 

■ Section D: Percentile Ranks, of the District Mean Score', and the- 

. Comparison Score Band 

The section -identified by a D in Fi-gure 1 is . a^graphic. representation of the 
percentile rank of. the district mean score (denoted by an X) in reration tq ; 
the :C<Dmparison score band (denoted. by a row of 0*s). The distances plotted = 
ar-e based lipon the relationship of percentile score's , to a normal distribution. 
Hence, the distance from' the 1st to the ^5th percentile is much greater than 
the distance from the 25th to the 50th percentiles. Because of the limited 
number of print- positions on the profile, a print position corresponds to 
more than one percentile, and occasionally the X will overprint the last 0 
in a row (such as 0008) . Whenever ;.t the numerical val^ues for 
the percejitile will indicate whether the district mean score :was actually 
within, above, or below its comparison score band. — — 

.... . .' ■ . * , . ■ ■ 

:Section E: / Background Factors Used to Develop Coinparisori Score Bands 

Several types of .dafa on background characteristics are collected ais part of 
the California Assessment Program. For. the . tests at the elementary school 
level teachers record J)ackground chara.cteris tics information on th'e back 
of the pupils* test booklets. Other data (such as Percent AFDC) come.from - 
the school district office. Test scores i,n earlier grades are also treated 
as, a background factor; . * . . . . 

Section E. of ..the district prof ile presents data for only those factors which- . 
were used to calculate tWe comparison score band for each grade level test; 
However, additional background factors are presented at the bottom fight of 
the profile (Section F) to describe more , cbiripletely the cha'racterist;;Lcs of. ... 
a district. All of the profile background factors, their source, and. how' 
they are quan^tified are discussed in , the following paragraphs in the order . 
in which the factors appear : in tjie profile. 

. -v. ' ■ . , «t- '• 

A pare ful reading of how_each factor was 'quantified is necessary to under- - - 
s.tand the value' of the factor. rei)or ted. A high value , and therefore a high 
percentile fankj does not necessarily, mean a district is operas under 
favorable, circumstances; . it merely.- represents the presence or absence of "tha ^ 
'characteristic in question. For fiKamplie, ^ district with a large number of ^' 
bilingual pupils would have a"high percentile rank, for percent, bilingual.,; . 
.Or, to cite another example, a district with a large average "eliass size, would 
have a high percentile ' rank.^ . .; . ' 



Grades Two and Three 'heading Tests 



Five backgrpuhdyfactojV^ were used in 1976-77 in calculating the di-s trie t.. . :. 
comparisbn'score 'bancfs for grade two reading and grade 'three reading: : . ^ 
(1^ Entry Level Test stiroreis; (2) socioeconomic indexj .(3^ pei;cent AFDC; 
(4). percent bilingual; 'and: (5) pupil mobilityi Thesie/ factprs are described; - 
below in. their order of importance in. influericiug the values of ' t>f!^ compari-- 
son score •band!; • ; ' ' ' • f.: 



Entry /Level Test , The first •factor reported was the mean score obtained in - 
.the fall of' 1976 by the beginning first-grade pupils, in the-distfict . The . 
test included items measuring the learning skills of immediate recall, letter 
•recognition,; auditory discrimination, visual discrimination, and. language .. 
de^yelopment , . , , ; * 

The selection of skills, assiessed by the *Entry Level Test was, basecl on ■ the-- . - 
need to know what leviel of skills children have when they entet the fir^t 
grade . as well '^s the need to, account for initial' differences in readiness 
"when analyzing subsequent :pupil reading achievements in 'the second and third, 
grades. A high scoris' on the . Entry Xevel Test indicated that a district ' s 
enterring first graders tended to have a greafer readiness for learning than, 
those .from districts with lower scores.. 

Socioeconomic Jndex , The socioeconomic; index is an indicator of the bcc.upa- 
frions of the .parent^ of . second- and third-grade pupils. ^ On the back of* each 
pupil !s Reading Test' bookret, the. teacher identified from the following list 
the.' occupational category that corresponded most closely with the dc'cupation 
of the jpupil' s. father,, mother, or guardian: 

■ Unknown^ ' i . ■ 

Unskilled employees (and welfare) 

Skilled and semiskilled employees 



3 ^ 



Semiprofessidnals, clerical and sales workers'^ and 
'. technicians ' \, ' ^ . . 

— • Exeqfutives, professionals, and- managerrs . • 




The firs£.two categories were assigned a value of 1; the third; a value of^ 
2; and the last two, a value of 3. The.^spcioecpnomic index is ..th6 average^ -. 
(meari) of these values for all second- and third.- grade pupils in the district, 
A high score indicates that theodistrict serves a ccmnriunity witH a large 

' percentage of ^eogle^ngaged in ,profe^ssional and semiprofessipnal'bccupations. 

■ ■ . . * ■ ■ ■ . ■ ■ ■ \ . ■■ ■ . ' ■ . 

Perc'ent AFDC . The AFDC figure is the percent of pupils whose families are li 
receiving assistance under : the Aid. to Families with Dependent Children : (AFDC) 

■prbgrqm.. ■■ . . ■ " ■■. ■ ■ ' 

Late in 1976 each district completed ;a questionnaire in which it identified 
the enrollment of each school in the district and the number of pupils* in . 
each school vhose families were receiving AFDC assistance as. of OctoberT~i976. 

- .v^^;' ■ v.. . .-,1 . . . , ^ .... ■ :■ -, . ■ . ^ ^ ■ ■ . \ . ■ 



For each school with s^icond or third grades, the number , of pupils from AFDC 
families' was divided by the school enrollment to^ield a petcent f^FDC figure 
(October, 1976 count). . ^ . 

The district AFDC value presented on the profile wais calculated by weighting 
the percent AFDC figure for each school by the number second- or third- 
grade pupils testea. In the school. Percent AFDC was collected for. the first 
time in 1975-76y s^^^^^ presented for 1974-75. ^ . 

Percent Bilingual . The ]^rcent bilingual figure was "Sierived from data / 
filled in on the back of each pupil' s Reading Test . Teachers were askd& 
to classify the pupil according to one of four language-use Categories : 

. .' ■ '• ' • ' . ■ ' ■ , . ■ ' ■• ■ . ■ ' • 

s'- • English only . 

— • Fluent English atid a second^ language 
• Limited English and a secorid language j 

— • Non-English sp)|eakii% ^ ' 



Bilingual- 



The, percent bilingual is the percent of pUpils wha w^ 
being in the last three categories. , 

Pupil Mobility . T^eadl'ers were asked to indicate on each pupil's test 
booklet the grade in. \riiich that pupil was first enrolled in his. or War 
current school and whethet, he or she had been continuously enrolled since 
that time. ; The pupii^inobility value the percent of pupiils who had not • 
been continuously enrolled sirice^kihdeirgarten or first graded 

Example ; Calweist' s secorid- and third-grade pupils come f rom liigh 
- \ s few disadvantagW pwipils . 

. (5.1 percent AFDC) . The number of bilingual pupils . (8/S«p!ercerit) and 
^ ' the pupil mobility are just slightly below the state average^ (the 49th 
and 46th per^ntiles respectively^ . . fy * 

Grade iSix Survey of Basic Skills . . ^ ' . 

Three background factors were used in calculating the comparison score 
bands for the Survey of Basic Skills : Grade 6 — gtade three achievement 
ipdex, percent AFDC, and percent bilingual. Values are presented for only 
thie. last two years since, different background factors were used to develop 
comparison score bands for previous years. 

GradjB 3 Achievement Index ^ The 1976-77 achievement index is the grade 
three score a school achieved on the siiate Reading Test in May, 1977. 
Scores from feeder schools were used if "a s^chool with grade si^ did not 
itself have thirdrgrade pupils i* The district value presented on the profile 
was calculated by weighting the grade tj^iree Achievement index for each 
school by the ritaniber of sixth-grade pupilis tested in the school. . 




Percent AFDC , The AFDC figure is the. percent of pupils whose families were 
receiving assistance under the Aid to Families with Dependent^Children 
program, ■ — ' 

Late in 1976 each district completed a questionnaire in which, it wais asked 
to give the ^enrollment of each school , in the district and the number of { 
pupils 'in each school .whose families were recieiiving APDC assistance as of 
■ October, 1?76. For each sixth-grade school, the. number of .; such pu^iiis was 
divided by the school enrollment to yield a percent AFDC figure, , 

^ ' - ■■■ ' ^ ■ : .■ ■ ■•• ■ ■ ■• ■ • 

The' district AFDC value presented on the profile was calculated by 
weighting the percent AFDC figure for . each school by the ^number of sixth- 
grade pupils.^tested in .the school, . . • 

Percent Bilingual . The percent bilingual was derived from data filled in 
: on the back af each' pupil's test form. . Teachers were, asked 'tiJlfclassify the 
pupil ^according to one of four language-use categories: 

• English only 
|— • Fluent English, and a second language 

Bilingual . | •: Limited Ehglish and a second language 

• Non-English speaking ■ 

The percent bilingual wafs the percent of pupils identified as 

belonging-to the last three categories'/ . • 

Example ;. Calwest' s- sixth grades received pupils with ^ above, average 
... reading achievement (73rd percentile on the grade three achievement , 
index). The district's sixth-grade scl^ools are further characterized 
V as serving an area with xelatively few economically disadvantaged 
pupils and ah average number of bilingual pupils. , 

. Grade Twelve Survgy of Basic Skills 

. The values on two background factors wer^ used to comput^ the comparison 
score bands for the twelfth Tgrade Survey of Basic Skills grade six. achieve- 
ment index and percent AFDC. . Values are piresented only for the last two 
/ \ yea:rs since, different background factors were used to devlelop ; comparison 
score bands for previous years. 

Grad^ 6 Achievement Index . The grade six achievement index for 197^^11 is 
* . a composite of the grade six, scores on two subtests of the Survey of Basic 

. . Skills: Grade 6 . which was administered in April, . 1976, to the pupils in 
/ ; ..the schools that feed into the district's high schools. The subtest scores 
that were coinbijied were from the. reading and .mathematics subtests. The 
. scprfe for each sixth -grade feeder school was calculated by taking^the 
percent correct scores according to the following foirmila: : * 

; • -Grade 6 t^r^^it^^^^ r^A^ ^ 2 (reading score> + (math score). 




Tiiie achleyemeht ^.tidiex^ for each .sixth>grade ,ie^d&r achopr was-r^eighted^ljy 
the number, of sixth-grade pupils c'urt0htly»;^^^ -into a high school t^o 
obtaiA the grad0 six achiey^^ 



rf ;a :4istiric]t high sdidol; th^dristrict Value (ks presen^ifed 

pn the prof lie) ..IEo^^^^^^^ gr^de s ix acl|iieyetaent itidex^ was cfaXculated by . * . • . ^ 

weighting the achievem^ iridex '^fof each/of .the high schools^ by 'the number 

of . tV7.elfth-grade^^^ in each hi|§;h s.chool . . ' / . 

. ' &ercetit_^^ f igu,rie . is thet' percent ,6f students ^^bs 

receiving assi^tanceVundejj^the Aid" ;to families with bepende|it Children . : " 
'program,'/ '■■[,■:{■(.■•' -y '■: ." ' ■ 

Late in 197^ each district complete^^ ai questionnaire in ^ich it wa^- asked ' J 
to. identify the enrollment each school in the^district and the number of 
students in;" the school ^ose families were recieiviug AFDC assistance as of 
.October, 1976. S*or each twelfth-grade school,, the number of .such students 
was divided by the„ school enrollment to yield a percent AFDC figure. 

The district AFDC value . presenteii on the prof il^ was calculated^y 
weighting the percent AS'DC figure* for each high school by the number of 
twelfth-grade students tes.ted in the school. " 

■ ' - . . '" ■ ■ ■■ ■ ■■' ' " ■■ ■ ' ■ . ■ ■ . ■ 

Example ; - In 1976-77 the \igh schools of .Calwest Unified were receiving 
. from the elementary schools pupils with above- ay era ge achievement r 
levels in reading .arid mathematics. . As was app.arent f rom ^th^ background 
factors collected in grades two, three, and six, very few students 
were coming .4from economically disadvantaged homes. 

, ; Seiction F^: --Additional Background' Factors (Not Used to \ .' ^ 

f Develop Comparison Score Bands) ^ 

In addition to the background, fa'ctots utilized in the computation of the [ 
comparison score bands for the respective tests^ several other background 
factors are- presented on the district profiles under the heading^Additional . 
Backgr blind Factors.'' These additional factors can assist the reader in' 
understanding more completely l^he background' arid the conditions under' wHich^ . 
a district was. operating. The information for the additional factors was :. 
not collected as part of the as^sessment program; rather, it was obtained 
from the S.fe€tte Depiartment of Education agencies ;^ich require reports, from 
districts. Definitions pf the factors and the sources of.^ the additional 
background factors^ are presented in the paragra"phs that follbw. 

- Percent Minority Pupils ■ . ' " - V 

Data on the.-^^ber of. minority pupils enrolled in the schools were collected 
.iri ;L973;^r74 as parj of the Elementary and Secondary School CiyiX Rights 
Survey . The minority enrollment in each district was diyided by t^e total « : . 
enrollment to obtairi. the percent of minority, erirolimerit/ ^^^T^ V' 
deflnit ions were used in the civil rigjits surVey: . • ^ <: 



Merican Indian:], .P&rspns con^idere^ thiemseives , the school, 
■ * or by the cammunity to be of. American Indian origin. 
• . ■ ■ • ■" ' ■ • " ■ • ' ' ' . * ." ■ • ' ■ . ■■ 

Asian American: P^rsorjis .'considered ijy thjeiriselves, by the school, 
.■ or by the community to be of Chinese , Japanese,^ of other . 



Asian origin. 



Black: 



Q . ■ 



sons cdtisidered by: themselves , -by .the- school, • pr b.y the. 
7. cotnmuriity to be of bla-ck -brp- of African or Nejgro origin. 

' Spanish- surnamed: : Persons, consi^red by . themsielves , by the s'cboQj^, 

^ . . or by the community to. be of Mexican, Puerto Rican j Cent^^l- ' 
; , American, Cuban, Latin-American, 05; other Spanish . origin. . 
." ■ . ■ . : •^ .: ■ '-v ■ ■ -i^^'-; ■ : ' . . ■ ■ 

Not(^:. Many distrJLcts have .no minority pupils, pr at l^ast none, in/, 
. a particular category. The\ statfe distribution tff minority , students' 
• : contributes tio erratic appearing. percentile ranikings; .fpr a: disttict^ 
; -as.:d^ fox example, 35 percent of; the . ^: 

districts' have np, b^ck sjtude.nt halfy of the districts , have- 

fewer than 0.3. peirc^t b.lkcfcs; thus, a district Mth a .0.3 p 
; black poj)ulation would be at., the 50th percentile, . arid -'anotheir.^^^^^ . 
" ~<iist^i^ic4: wil^^ a 1.6 percent ; black population, \i7ould be at;, the..' . 

' 75th percentile. . - In .statistical teripis,, the distribution of b.laqk ; 
students among districts- is anything, but normal; It is . strongly " • 
^positively skewed. 1^ "slce.wnefes is apparent in the distribu-.. ' 

t ion of other miriori ties as well," 




Average Class Sizey Elementary • 

Information on. average, clas^ 'size ifi kiriderga^ grade 'eight "is 

collec^ted annually by,.the fiurejau;:jof::S^ Re^Jorts^X]^ 
JjJJ^). ... The figure show.n ljn^;.the profil^ is the' average number pf pupi^.^; 
pet class fpr^ 1976-77, rbundeS" to one decimal place. A high average: a: 
percentile^, rank indicate 4'a^ 

iAverage Class .Sige r^^ . / ■/■•v ''' V^ ■ : , ' ' '''.''^ ' ' • '^^ 

.■ -v;%.-^ •/;•;►.■>.;.%. ' '-^y ^. . 

Information Qn .-^v'^xag^^^ in.; grades,-, nine ; through- 'twelve ^.is co.^lacted 

■ annually by the Buteah;^af';Schbol'^:^^ «: :^ 
For purposes of. the: vr^j^ortv-^ grad^ ^ ' 
sc*;^^ were includfeW,wit^^ graides ihVcalcu^ aveirage.V,^^ ■ 

■ f igiK*e^ shpwn in the^^^rofile .is the average number r:af pup,ils per cla^ is^.^f or .'^^^^^ v. 
i976.-.77, rounded ,tb one 'decimal piace.^'^^ A avj^fage ariS*'l;igH pertjei^^ 
rank 'indicate large high school class sizes. ' / ^ : T ; / 



♦ Average Daily Attendance 



The average: dally at tenda^^ (a.d|a..) report^^d the total 's^^^^^^ peiribd • 
a. d. a. ^repotted ..to the Bureau of School jApportiphments and Re'^brts for^^l9.76-77 



(Form.s 3*18 and J19). 
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'Note:. For the next three .background, factors, all financially .-V%: 
.; : r related, percentile r prepared by type of d±s1^jciJ;!t:\.i.- 

. -, Thi;s, unified districts were ranked apong. unified districts; : 
-;fr-" ■ elemefirt-ary , diuuiig 'eleiiieirL^y ; and~high school, among high school .^^ 
. . ..The letter Ey. or H fpllowin^ the :percentile rank printed on 
* V. the prof ile identifies7 the percentile rank tables used in the 

■ 'Comparisons. ' ; . . • ' ' / ; 

Assessed Valuation per Unit of a,d,.a , ; V . " 

Tlie assesse^valuatibn per unit of average daily attendance is a. measure of 
the ability of a school district to provide local revenues; - The valuation, 
figure -was derived from. the modified asse's^ed valuatibn of 197i5-77 .reported 
to the Bureau of School Appor1:i"onments and Reports (Form J29A) divided by the 
second period a. d;ai. for 1976-77 and rounded to the nearest dollar. The ^.d.a 
uised to calculate the f igure is described in the . preced^^ 

General Purpose Tax Rate / ' . . ,:k ; 

General purpose fax rate data.' were taken from information furnished by schooiV 
.districts to the Bureau of School: Apportionments and Re^^ 

It is the rate levied in conjunction with the: district revenue limit, plus - . 
the areawide tax levied, wheti appropriate*. ' .The tax rate is determined annual 
to provide local revenues sufficient to cQmpV^ appbrtionmerits in 

meeting the district .revenue . limit amount. The rate shown: is that levied by 
the district for 1976-77.?^ In some instances, the rate., shown may be lower 
than that ^authorized if tnfe district has chosen to. operate at" a revenue limit 
lower than the computed rate;. : , • > 



Expenditures per^it^of a.d.a . ' ' : 

Expenditures per unit of , a.d. a. , ahown on the. prof ile as the total current 
expense of education .reported to the Bureau of School Apportionments and . 
R.eports (Form J41) divided by fiscal a^d.a. It does, not include expendi- 
"tures for food sei^ 

are not considered part of total current expense of education' because of 
the variation of . expenditures in phese classes among .school distripts. - 
the expenditure's reported, are for 1975^76, -vthe -latest school year for - 
which* data were available. * 



Exami^ ; About 14 percent of the. .students in Calwest Unified ;. . 
School. District were classi9^ed as minority, oVer half of whbtn'^ • 
had Spanish,/?;gurnamesr. v Class sizes.' in the district wiare .larger . 
than tlie:. state averages, The district, ^^^Jfch average <iail3r v 
attendance df 3 1,3 1.2lv was a^^ larg^it 5 percent ;of all-^the 

1,042 , districts in: the state. The assessed, valuation of $15, 11*2 
per student was fairly low (28th , percentile) for unified districts. 
The rax rate ya^, somewhat . above average; \^ per pupil ex- ,/ / 

ptenditure was b^'low' average* ' ' ; 



. Questions and Answers 

Q. Is. it true that the state changes the tests every year? 

A. No. However, it may have seemed that way in 'the past vhen there was 
a transition from publishers' standardized tests to state-develOped 
tests, which were subsequently revised to accommodate the suggestions' 
. of teachers and, members of the test advisory committees. This .year's 
profile is designed to show the stability which now exists; the Entry ., 
Level Test and Reading Test have now been used in the same form for 
llllip three successive years. The Surveys were implemented one year later 
.* and heace have, been theysfflne for two years.. ' v. 

' ■ "^iL • ■• ' ■ ■ ; ■ • ' • . . . . •;. ■ 

Q. .Is it true that if my district's piercent /co.rrect score in second-gradje 
. 'reading, for example, wer'e only one percent correct higher than last--- 
; . year,, my percentile rank would increase, by 20 percentile points? ; 

A. No. . Eyen at the middle of the distribution (where, the sensitivity to 
change is greatest because of the peakedhess of the frequency 
bution curve)% a 1. percent change in percent correct; will translate' 
into a change of fiviB percentile points. However, the variance of 
^. district scores does decrease at the higher grade ; levels, particularly /. 
grade twelve, where there are only 373 districts. The distribution V 
of test score riieahs from large, units, e.g; , high school districts, is . 
a more dbmpressed distribution. ..This results in a larger ratio of 
. ^percentile rank differences to-mean raw .(percent/ correct) score dif'- 
, ferehces. The case is most dramatic with spelling where high- and \ 
low-scoring districts do not have drinatlcally di 



Q. TJhat backgrodnd factors are most infliient.i'al in determining th^^^ 

son' score 'ba^ds.? \^-.:>^ r:. .■ ■ ^ '..fe^/" 

A. The factors used for the calculations. af test in. 

the order of their importance^ . Mter. the. third-^ 

gtound. factor is considered, the inforinatiori /p%:6vid by; the remaining 
factors bej^omes redundant, and .very Ixttle: n^\£^^h!^0ihxiSLtx6n can^lbe 
extracted^ The Reading Test / illustrates this principle very nicely. , ; 
Once the ^Entry Level Test scores' and socioeconomic liidek for; a district 
are known, very little additional sigfiificant information about a 
district is produced by adding the perc'ent AFDC, percent bilingujal, . or 
pupil mobility values. All .three of these factors are correlated with. . 
Egtry Level Test scores and the socioeconomic index. 'Thus, while these 
r t^ree factor? have Infomational value, they tell litt.le more about a * 
district's test scores l^lfn a person can learn from the Entry Level Test 
scores and the socioeconomic in^Q.' 
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Why. use 1976 Entry Level Test sc ores as a predictor of current secood- 
or Lhird- grade pupils' scores'iT^ Wouldn't longitudinal comparisons be 
better? That is, why not use the fall, 1975 > Efntry Level Test scores 
as predictors for this current second grade? . . 

If triie longitudinal data were available, they might be better pre- • 
dictors.of scores. However, the scores of last year's first grade are 
not likely to be for the same pupils as this year's second grade. This 
will be true if even one of .the first graders moved from the community 
or if one new second grader was hot in th^ school last year when the 
f irst-grade Entry Level Test vas administerjli, No better . predictions 
resulted when such quasirlongitudirial compOTipons were attempted, , To 
the extent that there is any pupil mobility reflective o£ a changing 
community, the. most recent test ; results will reflect that change. And 
if the second- and third-grade pupil population is changing because . 
of mobility, it is only reasonable that the pupils have younger brothers 
and. sisters now in the first grade who would reflect that change. : . * 

Because of the greater span of " years, ^ the quasi-longitudinal compari- ; 
sons from grade thrfee to grade six and from grade six to grade twelve V 
would auffer even .more from any mobilityr which exiSts. ^ 

Why . aren' t the graphic representations of the comparison scpre bands . . 
the ^ame ' width for all grade levels and content areas f or ;a district? - 

Some grade- lievel and content-area scores are more predictable than 
others. . For J* example, at bcTth ^grade six ari^ the most 

difficult content :area to predict • Background factors are nOt^s closely 
correlated with spelling scores "as th.^y are. with, for example, reading; ^ 
therefore, comparison score bands fpr spelling tend to be wider - 

The width of the comparison score band is also a function of the number 
of students tested^ Thus , a small district w-ith a limited number of ^ 
pupils "tested has a large yr^easurement error, which is' reflected in a . ' 
wider comparison score band than that of a -large district; 

Does a district scoring below*^ its comparison score band indicate that 
the instructional program is poor? " 

Not necessarily, but the^ low scpre should serve as a signal to examine ^ 
the situation thoroughly. The fpllowing questions must be considered 
before concluding thaj^the instructional program is failing: ; 

1. Are the test results consistent with teacher observations? 
; However, „-when cons ideririg teacher observations, one should be 
wary of the possibly biased argument that "This is; a partj.eu- 
lairly bad class. '' Furthermore, when considering the average 
score, of 200-300 students^,, one., must realize that 'the students . 
ybuld have to be quite systematically and dramatically dif- ; 
ferent .froSi the norm to - affect a district average. .\ ;.. • 



2, : Did the testing coordinator repor t any umiSSaiLaondltioj^^ 

arose during the administratiop^f the ^ ^ A fir^dfill? , 

, ;InattentiW proctors? Apatfiy apparent in the students? (Any 
disruptibris should^ have been reported at the time: . If they are 
. reported* on an ex post facto basis,'\i:hey terld to sourid like 
ratiorml'izatibns or excuses, rather *than v^lid explanations or • 
' • reascms;)^ • '■ ... ' ' 

3, DoyChe reported backgrou^id 'faqtors present a reasonable .profile 
of^ the district? Selected factors are, of course, the basis of 
ithe p one of these should falsely inflate the' 

'• /cQmpari|on score band, there is a greater likelihood of the . . 
^di5trict>ls scorie falling below its coinparisoh score band. /, 

4/: There remain the two extreme-- and, antithetical--explanat ions for 
a score's being below the comparison score. band; ; . 

' a. -In fact the district is not* performing as well as thoaeN 
similar to it. . — - 

b. Even af ter rejecting alJL competing explanations, it -cd^not.. 
be said with certainty that the instructional program is . 
; .at fault, since the prediction system is hot foolproof . 

A small chance exists that the district could have scofed 
below its comparison scored band even T/^hen it deserved to 
score within.' ■ " \- ... 



D0e^v:S coring above one's comparison score band mean that the instruc*- 

tibEt;a;lOprogr^ .; 

\. To" analyze fairly and completely the test results, a. district scoring 
. *abbve its cpmparison score- band should ask itself ,the same questions 
as districts that store belowi ' : 0 



Q. Does being within one's comparison, score bands Jj^pll' grades and kll 
bon tent" a^^ 

•..■■■cati be;' exjpeqted?". .• • • * l':.^-f .! ■■ 

- ' ■■ - " '■■ -f-M^^^ 

L. It IS doing about as well . as other districts w£j;h/ similar characteristic^ 
..There reri^^ the possibility that all distri0p .with those character- 
istics could be. doing, bfetter. All districts inaSr wary of the self- 



yfulfilLing prophecy implicit in using coiriparis^^^ bands. If the. 

cited situation, creates, complacency, there wilEV^M improvement-- , 

just a perpetuation of the status quo. . Or I'f^.cores increasie, statewide, 
a districtVwith an average score that .remaitt|iilhe; same would receive a 
lower percentile rank. M^'^ 



The relationship of a district' s score to ,<^t|S^^^ 

should rtever be viewed without keeping in liit^^ the percentile rank. 



A good example is a district that has a coinparisoh score band 
the .1st to the 9th percentiles and the aq^^l^g at: the Ist per- 




score . baiiJ cau h atdly. be seen 



as laudatory or 'ey&n reason for self-satiif action. 

Some of the^ane warnings can be direct-ed to^^gher ^coring clistricts, 
* regardless of the intetpi^s^^t ion index. 'Being at the 'SSth percentile 
does pean the distriSt^^is r&d^iyeXy good; but possibly oti an absolute 
Or judgmental basis, all districts might be scoring "too low," and' a 
95th percentile is just one of the-i^est of a "not-too-godd" group. 



Is the size of t^e school district an important consider a tiortvi 



A. 



analyzing a district; prof ile? 



Yes. In the smallest sch^f^l districts in which a small number &f. 
students has determined fhe district average, caution must be used in 
interpretirf^ scores. 'In these^cases, extreme scores , absenteeism, or 
other aberrations can have- a marked influence on/the district average. 

This sam^ limitation has been . taken into account in calculating the 
comparison . score band. T^ie width of this band must be greater for 
smaller school districts. For the very smallest districts, this . 
width beccmjes so great that the relationship of the distridt average - 
to' the comparison score bancl is of little value. 



Q.. What can be learned from the background factors? 

A. Often documBfttatiori may be*: secured to affirm or refute claims ma^e by 
, various groups.. » • . 



Examples: 1. A taxpayers' group may think the district has the 
1. / . highest tax rate around. The percentile rank, yill 
' show how accurate the group* s perceptions are. ' 

.2V The teachers may think their average class 

too large. In absolute terms, who is to say? In 
' relative terms, the percentile rank will; show how 

: > ; .. : . the district' s average class ■ s i-ze compares to that / 
of other districts throughout the state. • 




•■ " • APPENDIX A,. ' '■ : 
PERCENTILE DISTRIBUTION Of! DISTRICT SCORES ' OF TEST RESULTS FOR GRADES 2, 3, 6, AND 12 
" ■ ALL CA L IFORNIA RrHOnT/nTqi R.T£!nj^.:.JU^A- ^ 7 . . ■. 



Percentile 
, Rank 


Grade 2 


Grade 3 




/n Grade. 6 . . 

■ ' ■ ■ . 'V - . 


— ' Grade 12 




• Reading 


. Reading 


Reading 


^ Written . 
Expression 


Spellliig 


Mathematics 


Reading 

' ' ' .. ■ 


Written 

iliA p c 0 0 X.U XI 


Spelling 

■ ■ \ ■ ' 


Mathematics 


^faximum 


( ,100. S 


ioo.o 


' lOOvO 


. 100.0 


100.0 


100. 0 


76.4 ; 


75.5 


.78;2' * 


8i.l . 


95 ■ 


85.9 


. 94.1 


80.8 


80.1 


75.1 . 


" .74,5' ' 


70.0 ! 


68.6 \ 


•'73.1 


73.9 


90. •• 


82.3 


.92.2 


77.4 ' . 


75.5 


72 7 0 


7n 1 
/ u. 1 


Do . Z 


DD.y 


71.4 


. ' 71.1 . 


85. 


80.3 


90.8 


75.0 


"73.4. 


- 70:6 


66:4 ■ 


67.1 . 


65.7 ; 


70^6 


70.3^ 


80 


--^78.3 


89.8 ^ 


''•73.6 


71.2 


68.9 


''. 64.4 


66.5/ 


65.1 


69.9 


69-6 


75 


76.6 


88.8 


. . 72.1 


69! 8-^ , 


67.7-; 


*62.8 


66.0 


64.1 


. 69.5 


: 68.7 • 


70 


/ . 75..5 


88.0'. 


r. 7QL.9 


Do. D 


fifi # 
66.7^ 


•61 .8 


65.4 


.63.2 . 


69,0 ■ 


:67;8 


■ 65 . 


74.2 


87.4 .. 


. 70^2 


' 67.6 ■ 


' 66.1 


60.5; 


64.8 


■ .62.6 : ■ 


68,6 


: 67.3 


.'6 b . , 


' 73.2., 


86.6 


69.4.: 


■ 66.8 


/ ■ fii'C ^ 






.61 . 9 ' 


68.3 


66.!. 7 . ' 




72.1 


^ 85.6 / 


.68.7. 


■ 65.9 - . : 


N^4,.5 ■ 


-.58.9 ■ 


63.7 . 


61.5 


68.0 


\66.1 


::«'50' ■ . 


71.1 . 


-84:8 


6r.6,# ■ 


. 65.2 „ 


■63 .i7 


.'58.1 


63.3 


61.0 


67.6. 


65.5 
























45 • 


69. fl * 


^ 83. 8 


. 66'. 6 


64.. 4-. ■ 


63.0 


■ 57.2 ■ . 


: 62.8 
• 


60.7 ^ 


■ 67.1 


64.8^. . 


AP . 


-. 68.4; 


82.8 


V 65.7 - 


63.2* . * 


■ 62.3. 


56.2 . 


. ' 62.3 


6p,*3 . 


^6.7 ■ 


63.8 


■35 . 


67.0 


. 81,6; 


■ ■ 64.? ^ 


62.0 


■ 61.4 


55. 2 . 




jy . 0 . 


00, 


63.3^ : 


30" 




80./. \ 


' 63.3 


60.7 


60.3 


.54.2 


61^ 
60.'9 


59.2 


. .66.0 


• 62.9 


ft. 

'25 


63.4 


78.5 


61. 7' 


. ~59.2 


■ 59.5' 


:53.0 


60.2 : 


58.8 . 


65; 3 


62.1 


.20. 


60.9 * 


.77.0 


59.7 


57.6 .. 


58.4 ;^ 


- 51.7 


r * 

^ ■ 59.5 


58.1 ' 


64.5 


61.2 


15 


58)5 


■ 75. "2 


-'57.7 


55.8. 


57.. 


50»3 


58.3 . 


57.1 


63.9 


60. L-*- 


. \o 




















55.8 -. 


'•. 72.4 


* 55.1 


53.2 


55.3. 


48,6 




55.9 * 


63.1 


59.3 ^.. 


f ■ 


St. 3 


67.7 


. .50^4 


r49:4 


51.3* 


45.9 


55.7 


■ 53.9 




: 56.1, \ 


^ntmuin 


: . ' 20.0 


34.2 . 


29.2 


.25.0.. 


25.0 . 


■ 20.0 


46.6 


. 46.5 . 


V52.5 


44.6 


Mean 

Standard 
Deviation. 


6^9.8 
,' 10.9 


83.2 . 

' 8 .JI . 


^66.8 


.64 .'6 ■ 

■ :?.2.'."_ 


. 63.8 . 
s . 8.4;, 


; 58.5. ■ 


62.9. 
■ 4.5 ^ 


61.2 . 

• .^.•5_:J:..- 


K 67.4 

..^.■-::3.,6' 


. 65.3. 

•' "'5..5;-. 




» 
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APPENDIX B • r ... / . . - 

PERCEOTILE:blSmBUTION OF DISTRICT VALUES ON BACKGROUND ^r^ 
)f , FACTORS USED TO COMPUTE- COMPARISON SCORE BANDS FOR . EACH TEST 
— .ALL CALIFORNIA SCHOOL DISTRICTS;* 1976-77 . ,. 



Percentile 
Rank 




. Grades 2 and 3. 


Grade 6 


, Grade 12 


^ Entry Level 


vSocio- 
econQmic 


Percent, 
AFDC. 


• Percent 
' Mlingual 


Pupil 

Mobility 


uraae^j 
Achievement 
. I^dex 


Percent 
AFDC 


Percent 
, Bilingual 


Grade 0 . 
Achievement 
Index 


Percent 
AFDC 


Maximifti . 


35.00 


3.00 


100.0 


■ .97.2 .. 


■ ^ ■ 
- 100.0 


100.0 


100. a \' 


.100.0' 


81.6 


71.2 


95 


30.78 


. 2.67 . 


27.9 


; 57.0 


55.5 


94.2 


28.3 


55.5 ' 


73. 9\ C 


22.7 


90 . 


. 30.05 


2..52 


a' 

23.2 


,45.1 :'. 


50.1 


92.3 


22.6 


. 43.2 




; 18.0 


85 i- 


29.72 


2.43 

... 7 


20.0 


. 35.9"^ 


46.7 


90.9 


19.(5 


32.6 


: 69,9 ^ 




80 • 


29.45 


2.36 •. 


17 .9 . ' 


: . / 29.1 


43.7 


89.9: ^ 


17.5 


24.9 


, ^' 68J& y 


\ 12.6^ 


75. 


29.05 


2.30 


} 16.0 .. 


23*5 


41.5 


89.0 


15.7 


20.6 


67 . 7 


ll;;4.. 


70 ' 


28.81 


2. .26 . 


.14.5 . ' 


19.7 


. 39.8 . 


88 V3 


14.0 


16.7 


67.0 


9.7 




28.66 . 


2.22 


13.2 ' 


■ . 16.3 . 


38.7 ■ 


87.6 


12.8 


13.6 . 


- 66; 2 


8:5 


.60 ! 


28 .'44 


2.17 


12.1 


13:3 


37.6 


\ . 86.8 . 


11.8 


.JO. 6 


. 65.4 


. -.7.6 


- 55 ■ ■ 

'. '■ . « 


28.23. . 


2.13 


.11.3 


10.7 : 


r 36.7 


■ -85.9. 


10.9 


8.5 : 


64.6 


7.0. 


'50 


27.98 


2.09 


vlO.4 . 


9.0 


35.3, 


85.0 


.9.7 


. 6.5 


63.6. ■ 


6.4 




27.65 


2 . 04 • 


: 9.3 : 


- 7.5 


34.2 . 


84.0 


8.7 


5.1 .. ' 


63.0^^ 


.5.7. 


'-\ 40 


27.37- 


2.00 


8.3 


6.0 ... 


. 33.1: ' 


83.0 . 


8.0 


3.9 


62^.3 


5.1 


35 


' : . 26. 99 


• 1.95- 

a' 


■ 7.5 • 


.4.9 


. 32.0 


.. 81.9 ■■ 


7.1 


' 2.9 . 


.61.6 , 


4.6 . 


30 


26l73 . 


..1.91 


6.4 


. 3.8 , 


30.6. 


.:;.80.6 * 


. , 6.3 . 


1.8 


60.4 


4i0 ; 


i- • 25 . 

■I ■ ^ ' 


26,44 . 


1.86" 


5. -5^ 


.2.5 . 


29.1 




5.1 


o.p 


.59.3 . 


; 3.5 ■ ' 


20 


. ^5.94 


1.77 


, 4.3 


■■.1.3 ■■^'^Vr ' 


27.5 


■ 77.3 ' 


4.1 


0.0 


58,0 


^ 3.0 


15 ..." 


25.29* 


1.70 


3.2 


0.0 -J^::' 




75.4 ■. 


3.1 


0.0 


,56.8 


2.5 : 


10 

..' . 5 . 
j Minimum-' . 


24.-48 • 

23.42. . 
: . .16.28 


1.61 . 

1 .43 
1.00 


1.8 

o..p 

0.0 


p.0'^;?;.» 

0.0 "h 
0.0 V) 


' .■ i8^9-;iv-^ 

■ . • ■ ■ \ if*' 
0.0 


34ff 


1;8 

p.o 
b.o 


0.0 

0.0 
' 0.0 


- 55.0 

52.9'. 
43. 4 


2.0 

0.9 . 
0.0 


Mean. 


27.58 


2.08 


12.0 


.16.4 . • . 


36.2 


■83.4 


.11.8 


14.4 - 


63.5 . : 


8.5 


--Stancjard . 
: Deviation 


' 2.38 • ■ 


... - - 


.10 ..3 " . 


19.1 


' li.V- "."[■ 


■;'*:8. 2 ■-.-■"■^ 


11. 7 


:i8.9 ' y.. 


■ 6.5' • ■. 


.re:!" 
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APPENDIX C 

PERCENTILE DISTRIBUTION OP DISTRICT VALUES ON ADDITIONAL BACKGROUND FACTORS 
ALL CALIFORNIA SCHOOL DISTRICTS, 1976-77 •/ 



Percentile 
Rank. 



Percent 

total 
minority 



Percent 
''^^inerican 
. Indian 



Percent 

Asian 
American 




Percent 

Spanish- 

Surnamed- 



Average Class Size 



Elementary 



High School 



Average 
daily 
attendanc, 



Maximum . 
95 
90 

• ■.*.75 \ 
70. * 
\ 65 

■55' '"^ ■ 

50 ^ ^ 

A5 
. 40 . 
.. 35 ■ 

30 

25 

20 

15 : ' 

. 10 

"5- 

Minimum . 



100.0 
63.3 
.52.8 
■*.4A.7 
' . 3jTl ' 

27:2 

'Sv. 

23.2y\L.. 
. 19. A 

.' 16.1 V 
^ U.l 
11.9 
10.6 . 
9.0 
7.6 
.6.4 
'5:3. 
' 4:2 \ 
'2,8 
0,.2 
0.0 



100.0 


89; 6 


7.8 


- 5.7 


'4.3 


3.4 . 


2.3 • 


2.7 


■ 1.4 


2.2 


1.0 




— Ot7 


' l.A 


.0.5 


. 1.2. 






0;3 J* 


■ » . 0.8 


0.2 





■0.1 0 
0.0 

p.o 
o.b 
6.0 

0-0 

p.o ^ 

0.0 

0.0 



92.6 
55.6 
44.2. 
3.4. j 
.27.5. 
22.1 
18.2 
14.9 
il.9 

, .8.0* 
*6.4 
5.4 
4.5 
3.5 
*2.7 

0.1 

' o.o.^ 
*o'; 0 



33.5 

29.7 

29.1 

28.7 • 
■28.3 

27.9 

27.5 

27.1 

26.7 V 

26>2' . 

25.8 

25:3 ■ 

24.7- ■ 
.24.2:- ^* 

23.6 

22.6 

21.4 . 

1.9.9 
*^16.5, 

13.0 
1.7 



.39.7. 
29.a 

.28.9 
28.4 
27.9 
27.5 
27.2 
•26.8 
26.5 
26.2 
26.0. 
25.5 
24.9 
24.2 
23:.2 
22.4 
21.7 

.20.8 . 
18. 5^ 
15.5 
9.2 



619,715 




1,488 . 



]J,135 

8910 

503 
^395 * 

302 
..^228. 

•*164> 

•i> • 
114 

.68 

36 

; 7 



Mean 

Standard' 
deviation 



22.0 
.20.8 



1.8 

5^.6 



.15.9 
18.6 



24.4 
5.2 



.24.7 

., A. 2 . 



4,580 
. . ;22,567.: , 
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; APP,ENDIX:'D ■ 

PERCENTILE UlSTEIBUIipN OF DISTRICT VALUES ON ADDITIONAL BACKGROUND FACTORS, 
' FINANCIAL' VARIABl\ ONLY FOR UNIFIEI), ELEMENTARY, AND HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICTS,- 1976-77. 



0> 



..V 



m 

ERIC 





". Unified districts ■ \ 

" . ' * ■ 


. Elementary districts; V 


High school .districts . . 


•Percentile 
. Rank.; .• 


Assessed valua- 
tion per unit ■ 
' of a.d.a, . 


General 
purpose 
tax rate 


"Expenditures 
per unit of 
t a.d.a. . 


Assessed vaiua- , 
tion per unit 
of a.d.a. . 


General ' 
■, purpose 
tax rate 


Expenditures 
oper unit of 
a.d.a.' 


Assessed' valua-; 
tlon per unit' 
' ;of a.d.a^ 


General' 
,purpose • 
tax rate' 


Expenditures 
per unit. of 
',, •a.d.a. ,, •, 


rlaXm 

.4 

1 






52,874 ■ ■ / 


: $2,441,821 


55,28 


$4,918 " ^ 


',$430,370 


'52.60 


52.486 ■ 


■ • ' ' 


j ' 61,923' 


. 5.08 


■2;031 ■ 




■ 3.12 


.2,104; ;■ 


• 158,512* 


■ '2.34 . 


' ,2,132 ." 


90 " . 


«,233 


■^86' . 


■ ,1,823'' 


129,340', 

{' , . * ' 


.2.88, . 


, , 1,789 


113:,?^' , ,, 


■ 2.21 


• U943 : ■ 




, u,iir' ' . 

• • ' . v, 


' Ul \ 


' ■ ,1-^34 • 


■ ,100,148 ' 


. 2,76 


,1,620, 

1 


■ 101.638' 


' 2,12 , 


1,833 ': 


ou 

Ij 


■ .' '38,953 ,' 


. '4.45' , 


^ 1,526 ..-'.• 


81,538,. 


.2!68 


'■ ' 1,51^, ,,■ . 


'•'91,821 ; 


■ 2.()5.., 


1.755 ' ■'. , 




i35 , 


•'■1,483. ■ 


,, 68,792'' • '' 


2.56''' 


...1.^15 ■' 


85,ldl',, 


,2.02, 


1,678 ■ . 


"70 


29^1 . " 




■ ■ r 

■1,429 ; 


"■ .', 60,564'; 


■ 2.'49 ' 


■ 1.361'',, ' 


,80,375 


' 1-96 •,. 


' 1,644' 




^27,Wl' ■ , 


■ 4.18 


r,388 


• ' 5'3,366- 


2.43 


■ 1,3^21.^' ■ ■,' 


'.'■' ,73,724, .' 


',,1.92','" 




nj ^ / — 


1,580 


fid 




4.13 

'■4:09,, 


1,357 ' 


,45,754 ,'■; 


.2.38 ' 


♦ 

.'l*i27p ■ 


■•,67,809:.. 


1.90 


, ,1,545 ■ 




■., 23,967 '■ 


, i.328 ; "■ 


,' 40,790,::- ' 


. ,2.33' 


■ M^3' 


'■ ,64,958. .;■ 


.1.86;: 


, 1,507A>' 




22,287 ; 


■ ui ■ 


;,i,3oo; 


' 36,610/:; 


2,29 . 


,1.208. : 


■ ■ 61,066... ■■ 


.1.82. 


1.481 ■ 




;2i,i76' ;.' 


■ .3:97,.'- 


■ 1,277 ; .. , 


, •'^i.wz ..' ■ 


r ' ' 

■ 2.25:; 


'1,186 ■'; 


. 59)478 ; .' 


'■'r.77, 


1,457 ; 


■ An. 




■■ 3.,88', ; 


■ 1>2^1' . .. 


(^ 30,384. 


'2.'2()., 


.■ ,1.163 . ■■' 


' ..;'57,8U '' '■ 


1.73. '.; 


1,413 


JJ- 


■'■18,13V ': ■ 


■3.8r, , 


' ,1.237 


27,574 


2.12 ' 


1.139 ,' ■ . 


,',;53,795:. 


: ■■'■' 


■'. 1.390 ,' , '.' 


■ JO. . 


■ 16,0^1 




\ 1,215, ' ,' 


,,, ■"25-,608' 


, , 2..02 


'.' ■: 1,117'^ ' '■ 


■ 52,226. 


,' 1.68 •;■■ 


.1,;37'6, ■•. 




15,061 , •■ 


: 3.S6 


,1,201, ■ 


". 22,995 ., \ 


■•■'1.93 ,., 


l',086";.;' 


, 50,724 , 


1.64' : 


:, i.'348 


•i ' ' ' 


■■ i3,969 ■ . . 


3.42 


I,lfi6 


, ,20,475 " 


■ 1.80 . 


1,'051 . . 


■ ;,46,062 


.' '1V60 ■ ■ 


1,321 '"'■, 


' 15... ■ ■ • 


12,752 ■ 


,3.21'' 


' ,1,173' ', 


18;436 .- 


■1.62, ■ 


. '1.021;,,' 


;. 44,978' 


1.50'"'^ 


'■; ■1,303 , ■ 


• 

■ /.s. 


■ - 11,6«' ,, 


2.80 ' 
2'. 28 


■ 1,137 ■■ 
^1,116 ;■ .. 


'•.,"■,15,994 , ,' 
12 007 


. :1.39' 

;.'■ ':■... 

'1 1 A 


■' I'm :"- 

oil ■ 


'■ ,'4|537^ ,' 
.• ■,40,550,,, ■ 


"U2 ' , 

, i*i'4 ' ■;' 


1.263 .'. 
' •i,234''. • 


.Hinimum,' , 


■ '3,;595- , . 


0.82 


■■l,030^■; ' 


• », 1 , ^ n 

■' '."'. ''^38 \ 


/in , 


'.,.', .728,: . 


■■27,444- 


0.62' 


■•1,'125 '■'- 


Mean' , . 

■Standard:- 
DeTlatlbn - 


". 528,185; . ■ 


53.91 ■ 

■ o.sf 


'51,392 • 

■•''igo''" ■'' 


5 72,-348' 
■ 144 i 265. " 


■,0.61' 


'5l',3'30', , ■ 
■,..,' 446. ■ 

.,1.... '' 


'■ ■,''5,75,,196 ■ 
■ ', 46,947, 


■51.80 •' 
■ 0.33 „ 


$1,548 ■'■ ■, 

:' '■^^ ■ ■ 



